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Private Citizen Ronald L* Holt 
q/o 2241 East Kathleen Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85022 
Plaintiff In Propria Persona 

Private Citizen Lyssa Royal JHoIt 
c/o 224 1 East Kathleen Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85022 

Plaintiff 7;^ Propria Persona 

Judiciary Act of 1789 § 35 






District 





1 




Private Citizen Ronald L. Holt; and. 
Private Citizen Lyssa Royal Holt 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

CYNTHIA DAVIDSON; ^lAKK 
CARNICLE; ELIZABETH MARRIAOA; 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE; 
and, UNITED STATES OF AMEJUCA 

Defendants. 



CaseN^; l:05<v4692"RMU 



MOTION FOR SANCTIONS UNDER FEB.R.CIV-R 11(b) AND FOR REI^RRAL TO 

THE BAR DISCLIPINARY COMMITTEEE 



I 
INTRODUCTION 

Piaintifsf hereby allege that defendant's asserted **ANSWER7' is brought for improper purposes 



of delay, is unwarranted by 




law, and is frivolous^ lacking any good ^th argument for an 



extension, modification or reversal of existing law. The Court sh^ll take judicial notice that the 
Answer was filed on the eve of default- 



1 







in Title 26, United States Code, § 7433. 



i 






"'•'"''''''' ' ' ' 'i "^ — liTifc"'<i"'-*^»"*>'^^-^^-^*-r^^^"r*T-r^ 
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BARE DENIALS OT'ER IMPROPER PURPOSE OF DEL^ 

Counsers b^re deni^ds^ viewed in the context of ConnseFs Second Motion For Enlargement of 
Time Nunc Pro Tunc" and in the context of defendants' ample time to answer more completely^ 
strongly infer that the purported *'ANSWE^*' is brought for improper purposes of delay; after 
two enlargements^ Counsel fails to respond to 29 out of 49 paragraphs, using the single word^ 
**Deny^'; Counsel asserts 'lack of sufficient information^* in Mhng to respond to an additional 10 




While this might otiierwise meet the technical rpnumiim contejtnplated in the 
Fedei^ Rules of Civil Procedure^ the Court should expect more after 4 months of preparatiGn, 

ni 

COUNSEL DENIES CONSTITUTION 

WWle it is unclear whether Counsefs on^ word "denial** of pareigraph LA, of the Complaint is 
intended to deny that Plaintiffs are Citizens of Arizona; or that Arizona^ admitted to the Union in 
1912^ is a "State in this Union"^ Counsel's one word "denial'' of paragraph LA*, is equally 
capable of interpretation as a rejection of the UNITED STATES GONSTIIUTION itself; 
absurdly unwarranted by e;?dsting law^ a?id fiivc>lous, lacking any good faitii airgument for an 

I 

extension, modification or reversal of existing law. 

IV 
COIBVSEL DENIES THAT PEEENPA3HTS ARE PEFENPANTS: STATUTORY 

\ ^ - ■ ■:.■■...■.■ 

JURISDICTION; A3ND FACTS OF COMMON KNOWLEDGE 

1 . Without any assertions in support. Counsel apparently denies that the defendants are the 
defendants* WHle Counsel might later wish to assert that the United States is 1iie only proper 
party defendant, that assertion is omitted from Counsefs one- word denial. 



Counsel's responses to the remaming 10 paragrapiis are discussed below, 



1 



jL^_=fl SJ— .V. -l-..^Oin_ji^ l^^JLlg-^^l-L■>■J^■■■;^^^± -^:■^,■.■-^T■■^■LV^■ J_^^■^, ■,_.^^^, .^ ..-^^ w -^. ^ ■ ,-,■■-■-,„ ^ ^■. ^^ .. ... >^ - .. v.^,.. ■ . . _ ^.^ 
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2. Coimsers ^nial of the jimsdictional bases for the smt found m paragraphs n.A. and B>^ 
is legally absurd^ and appe;^ to be brought for improper purposes of delay, is lanwaxranted by 
existing law, and is ftivolons^ lacking any good faith argument for m e^nsion, modification or 



reversal of existing law. To the extent that Counsel migjit have intended to asseit that Plain^gs 
have no cause of action under the jurisdictional statutes cite4 no such assei:tioi]L is made. The 
Court will tal?:e judicial notice that Counsel appears to deny the existence of the Court's statutory 
jurisdiction, 

3, Counsel jpaows^ or should know, timt IRS eliminated the office of District Director in the 
course of restructuring. This "dettial" is tooiight for improper purposes of delay^ is unwarranted 
by existing law^ and is frivolous^ lacking any good faith argument for an extension, modification 



or reversal of existing law. 



V 



*^ANS WER'^ SELF-REFUTING 



L Counsers adnn^sion of the existence of IRC section 7433^ arid its language^ refutes her 
FIRST and FOURTH "DEFENSES^ as well as her "denial" of IIA., B., and C, strongly 
inferring that those "defenses'" and "denials'' brought for improper purposes of delay, is 
unwarranted by existing lavi^, aiid is frtvolous, lacking any good faith argument for an extension, 
modification or reversal of existing law, 
2, Comsers denials of the statutory provisions of Internal Revenue Code section 6103 and 

•m 

Treasury regulation 301^6103-1 legaUy absurd^ and appears to be brought for imjTOper purposes 
of delay^ is un>¥arranted by existing law, and is frivolous, lacking any good faith ^argument for an 
extension, modification or reversal of existing law. 



uaxM|p:qanV^-^i«AUi%M«3iu/H 



Hf^^^fVnrH ji. ■■■ mm i .^t- 



- ^ - L -^ ■■■aL-fetf i i Mi i -^ ^v-v^ i^A . .-. ^ Ht:^ ia»ii£l;xiEi;=i^i-i.-i.- ?. ..^.JMjts : -^-^-^ y-^...^-^ ^ j^.^ ^. ^ ..■.,_ ^j -.^^ l^ ^ ^ ,w:. 
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■■'^VWTfri— A^Jii^KCKaA^V^qp-P^-rri*^, 
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3, 



CoKBsers claims of lack of 




that I received sxmmonses (IVJB.L; IV33-; 
V,A*8*X wMle admitting the issuance pf some summonses; denying otters; and denying that 
others were received; yet^ admitting what the summonses sought, demonstrates that CoimseFs 
'""ANSWER'^ filed on the eve of defeult^ is brought for improper purposes of delay, is 



I 

/■ 



unwarranted by existirig law, and is frivolous, lacking any good faith argpment for an extension 



modification or reversal of existing law. 



Vi 



'^ANSWER'' APPEARS TQ VIOLATE DISTRI CT ETHICS RULES 



P*i**ii1WVI^VH<MHHHhAMAiillHta^lfe*H^VkMi^BH^^PV^^^B^PW 



1, 



CounseFs **ANSWER'' potentially violates District Ethics Rule SJ Meritorious Claims 

and Contentions. The Rule prohibits attonieys from misiug frivolous, bad feith issues : 

A lawyer shall not bring or defend a proceeding, or assot or conitrofvert an issue 
thereiaa^ unless there is a basis m law and fact for doing so that is apt frivolous, 
which includes a good faith argument for an extension^ modification or reversal of 
existiqglaw. i 



2. 



3. 



4. 



The Coromittee comments to E.R, 3, 1 explain; 

[I] The advocate has a duty to use legal procedure for the fullest benefit of the 
clipnfs cause, but also a duty not to abuse legal procedure. The law, both 
procedui^ and substantive, establishes the limits within which art advocate may 
proceed. 

[2] *** What is required of lawyers, however, is tiiat they irform themselves 
ahovt the facts of their clients^ cases and the c^pUcable taw and determine that 
they paii make good faith arguments in support of their cliaits' positiotis. *** The 
^ action is fiivolous, however, if the lawyer is unable either to maJce % good faith 
argument on the merits of the action tak^n or to support the action taken by a 
good faith arguipent for an extension, niodification or reversal of e^dsting law. 

After 4 months to prepare. Counsel appears unable to bdng a good faith argument for her 

denials; and for her ^sertions of '%ck of sufficient knowledge'*. 

Counsel's ^'ANSWER" :^olates Ethical Rule 33 Candor Toward the Tribunal. The Rule 



is qystal clear: 



■■v;/l»Jvmi**ers^T^ 



b.^RCU£n««U.J_LE^^UVQ^^a-B«aEHE'J^73— L— rf'^h: 



■ ■H-^i-a*A.--j 



.^cxTSiTx 



■-■iz;^ li^ y--4>f^-r-^: 3LilS± 
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Jf i^ 



5. 



(a) A lawyer shell ml knowingly: 

(1) ma^ a false statement of fact or law to aN|ribimal or fail to correct a fal$e 
stateinent of material fact or law previously made to the tribimal by the lawyer; 

(2) fail to disclose to the tribunal legal authority in the controliing jurisdietioB 
known to the lawyer to be directly adverse to the position of the client and not 
disclosed by opposing counsel; or 

(3) offer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. If a lawyer^ the lawyer's 
plient, or a witness called by the lawyer, has offered material evidence and the 
er comes to know of its felsify^ the lawyer shall take reasonable remedial 
measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal. A lawyer may refuse 
to ofifer evidence, other than the testimony of a defendant in a cMnioal matter, 
that the lawj^er reasonably believes is false. 

?w of Counsel" "ANSWER'^ reveals the extpnt to which Counsel has violated 




Ethical Rule 3,3, 



6. 



X 



Counsers **ANSWER^ violates District Ethics Rule L2: Scope of Representation and 
Allocation of Authority between Client and Lawyer, The Rules states: 

(d) A lawyer shall not counsel a client to engage, or assist a client, in conduct that 
the lawyer knows is criminal or fraudulent^ but a lawyer may diiscuss the legal 
consequences of any proposed course of conduct with a client and may counsel or 
assist a client to make a good faith effort to determine the validity, scope, 
meaning or application of the law. 

Conament 10 to the Rule states: 



8- 



Th0 lawyer is required to avoid assisting ^ client, for example, by drafting or 
delivering documents thatfh^ lawyer knows are fraudulent or by suggesting how 
the wrongdoing might be concealed. 

f 

CotmseFs "ANSWER" constitutes E&ical Rule 8.4 Misconduct: 

It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 

(a) violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, knowingly 
assist or indtuce another to do so, or do so through the acts of another; 

(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lav/yer*s honesty, 
trustworthiness or fitness as a lav^er in other respects; 

(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepi:esentation; 

(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice; 

(e) state or imply an abiKty to influence improperly a government agency or 
official or to achieve results by means that violate the Rules of Professional 
Conduct or other law; or 



i 



U'HBH^ ■.■l^hV.kl 



Lgi nmgnj^ MP ■ ■ I ■ If ■ h. ■■■■■■■■■■ ^ ■ w^r^T ff ' I n-'r—^ i r n -tf-i ■■ -Tr- n—n -nr mw iMi-rx ■ n M n r 
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(f) Jotow^ a jiidge or jiidicxat oiiieer m 

of judicial condtict or other law. 




that is a violation of 



a 





9 



Counsel was, as are all applicants to the BAR, required to sign an oath, pmsuant to Title 

■ . .-r ' 

28 United States Code, Appendix, Rules of tiie Supreme Court, PART 11. ATTORNEYS 
AND COUNSELORS 



Rule 5. 

4. Eaeh^qjEcant shall s%a tibe following oatit or affirmation: 

I," v, do solenmly swear (or afEinn) that as mi attorney and as a counselor 

of this CoiHt, I will conduct my self tqnightly and according tt) law, and that I wiE 
support the Constitution df the United States. 



10, 



Counsel has breadied that oath. 



' WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request the Court impose sanctions pursuit to Rule 11(b), and 
refer Counsel to the Disciplmary Committee 
Respectftilly entered tiiis 1 3* day of February 
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Private Citizm Ronald L. Holt 
c/o 2241 East Kariileen Road 
Phoenix^ Arizona 85022 

Plaintiff /n Propria Persona 

Private Citizen Lyssa Royal Holt 
c/o 2241 East Kathleen Road 
Phoenix^ Arizona 85022 

Plaintiff In Propria Persona 
Judiciaiy Act of 1789 § 35 



district court of the United States 

District of Columbia 



1 



Private Citizea Roo;^d L. Holt; md. 
Private Citizen Lyssa Royal Holt 

Plaintiffs, 

V, 

CYNTHIA DAVIDSON; MARK 
CARMCLE; ELIZABETH MARRIAGA; 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE; 
and, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 



CaseN^: l:05-cv-1692-RMU 



Defendants. 



MOTION FOR MORE DEFINITE STATEMENT 



I 



INTRODUGTION 



Counsel's "ANSWER" containing bare denials and assertions of lack of sufficient information 
are unclear. Plaintiffs seek a more definite statement as to the following: • 



r 



"BENIAL" OF COMPLAINT PARAGRAPH LA. UNCLEAR 



__/■ 



I ■ 



^(^»^^^T^^^ "^^^^i II i| 1 1. 



As designated in Title 26^ United States Code^ § 7433. 



1 
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it is tinelear whether Counsd's one woM "deni^" of paragraph hA. of the Comprint is intended 
to deny that Plainlaffs are Citizeais of Arizona; or that Arizona, admitted, to the Union in 1912, is 
a "State in this Uniorf'; or the UNITED STATES CONSTnUTION itself. PiaintijBfe seek a 

r 

more definite statement as to which of these matters Coiinsel denies, 

III 



COUNSEL'S BENIAI. THAT PEFEISPANTS ARE PEFETq> ANTS IS UNCLEAR 



■^^■^nw^^mmwHfv^Biv^HiA^ph^ 



fe^^i^mf«Wwmp4^^**pp«p«p«t 



^a^^^^^^^mimmt^'*mmmim&¥ 



Counsel appatently denies that th^ defendants are the defendants. Does Comsel assert that tiie 
defendants do not exist* or that improper defendants are named? 

IV 
COUNSEL*S PENIAL OF STATUTORY JURISPtCTION IS UNCLEAR 

Is Counsers denial of the jirasdictional bases for the suit found in paragraphs II A. and B,, 
intended to assert that Pl^tifPs have no cause of aiction under the jimsdictional statutes cited, or 



that such jurisdictional grants do not exist? 



TV 



COUNSEL'S BENIAL OF IRS RESTRUCTURING IS UNCLEA R 



Is Counsel 




that IRS elimitjated the office of Distinct Director in the course of 



restracturing? 



Counsers *'ANSWER*' is unclear as to these> and otiier issues 



■£» v^v ^£f ^V" bX* 



^^5p ?p?p ^^ 



^;|:^%:}: 



d^^i^iif:^ 



4±^:f±4;t^ 



;$; :|t :{: 4: 3^ 
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■^J 



f 




, Plaintiffs request a more definite stat 



^th 



Respectfully entered this 13 day of Febru 
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